ABSTRACT
Traditionally, these last two verses have been used (together with John 19:35) as a basis for arguments on the authorship of the Fourth Gospel. As all New Testament scholars will know, no consensus has been reached in this regard, and opinions vary from interpretations that take these two verses as an indication that the whole Gospel had been written by one person (usually identified as John, the Son of Zebedee!) to those that regard them as an addition at a later editorial stage 2 • It is not my intention to open this discussion again. Instead I wish to discuss the way in which John 21 :24-25 have been interpreted by scholars who follow a narrative critical/narratological approach to the Fourth Gospel. Since the issue of authorship usually does not play a big role in this approach to texts, their attention has mostly been focused on the effect of these two verses in terms of the relationship between the implied author/narrator on the one hand and narratee/implied reader on the other hand. I shall discuss two interpretations that are to my mind the most significant.
In his excellent study on the literary design of the Fourth Gospel, R Alan Culpepper 3 discusses John 21:24-25 in a chapter devoted to "narrator and point of view". In this chapter he discusses the relationship between the implied author and the Beloved Disciple and, with reference to John 21 :24, he argues that the Beloved Disciple is identified by the narrator as the implied author4 of the Fourth Gospel:
Not only does the evangelist create a superior version of himself as he writes, but the editor identifies this superior self ("who has written these things") as the Beloved Disciple. When the narrator dramatically pulls the curtain on the implied author in the closing verses of the gospel, the reader recognizes that the Beloved Disciple fits the image the gospel projects of its implied author as one who knows Jesus intimately, shares his theological perspective, and can interpret reliably, that is, "his witness is true".
From this quotation it is also clear how Culpepper views the effect of John 21:24: Together with other devices such as the reliability of the narrator and the words of Jesus about the Paraclete, it is used to establish the authority of the Fourth Gospel, thereby inclining the reader towards accepting the author's understanding of Jesus s .
In his book on the implied reader of the Fourth Gospel, Jeffrey Staley6 discusses John 19:35 and 21:24-25 in a chapter devoted to the rhetorical levels of discourse in the Gospel. His interpretation differs in two important aspects from that of Culpepper. Firstly, he argues that the Beloved Disciples is identified not as the implied author of the Fourth Gospel, but as the narrator of the Gospel. Secondly, he argues that a very sophisticated technique, the so called "trick of double reference"7 is used in John 21:24-25. When this device is used, the narrator speaks of himselflherself in the third person ("he/she") when referring to himself/herself as character in the narrative world, but in the first person ("I") when referring to himself/herself as narratorS. With regard to the effect of these two verses Staley9 indicates that the unveiling of the story's narrator as the Beloved Disciple will come as a surprise to the implied reader, but, that in spite of all the questions that remain unanswered, at least, the Beloved Disciple's relationship to the story is settled at the closure of the narrative. With regard to verse 25, he indicates that it will be "more that mildly disconcerting" 10 to the implied reader since it emphasises the radical selectivity of the narrator.
From this short discussion it is clear that, in spite of the differences between them, both Culpepper and Staley view John 21:24-25 as rather effective in terms of the relationship between implied author/narrator and implied reader. To my mind this is not correct. 1 shall argue my case in three steps.
Firstly, 1 wish to point out that the Beloved Disciple is identified neither as the implied author (as Culpepper maintains) nor as the narrator (as Staley argues) but as the real author, that is the person who actually wrote the GOSpelll. In Of course this claim cannot be accepted in terms of a historical-critical perspective, but it is important to realise that, in working from a narratological perspective, one should interpret these verses purely in terms of a narratological framework and not be influenced by historicalcritical arguments. Purely in terms of a narratological approach what happens in John 21 :24-25 is that the narrator identifies one of the characters in the narrative, the Beloved Disciple, as the real author of the narrative who actually wrote it himself.
Secondly, although the purpose of verse 24 has been identified correctly by Culpepper as an effort to establish the authority of the Fourth Gospel I would like to point out a better way to describe this aspect in narratological terms. The narratological frame work developed by Gerard Genette can be of use here -especially his remarks with regard to the functions that a narrator may fulfil in a narrative. In his discussion of the role of a narrator in a narrative, Genette 13 has to do with the moral or intellectual relationship that the narrator has to his/her story. According to Genette, the narrator may fulfil this function in various ways, for example through indication of the sources of information that s/he uses; by attesting to the truthfulness of his/her sources of information or of the intermediary witnesses; by explaining the degree of precision of his/her memories; or by describing the feelings which one or another of the episodes awakens in him/her. In the case of John 21:24-25 we have an example of the function of attestation in the sense that the narrator attests to the reliability of his narrative by identifying one of the characters not only as the reliable source of the information, but actually as the real author of the narrative.
Thirdly, and to my mind this has been missed by both Staley and Culpepper, it is important to realise that the intended effect of the function of attestation is undermined by the awkward way in which it is performed. In order for this function to be effective, it should be performed in such a way that the implied reader 14 should not have the least doubt that the claim to truthfulness is indeed valid and therefore acceptable. In other words, the function of attestation should be performed in such a way that the implied reader's immediate reaction would be something like the following: "Yes, I believe this narrative as it is evidently based on reliable sources". On the other hand, if there is anything questionable in the way in which this function is performed, it will have the opposite effect, and the implied reader's reaction will be something like the following: "This narrator claims to be telling a narrative based on reliable sources, but something seems to be wrong here, and therefore this cannot be accepted". To my mind, this is what happens in John 21 :24-25. Let me point out some of the problematic aspects that will undermine the intended effect of the function of attestation in this case:
The identification of the Beloved Disciple as the real author of the narrative will come as a surprise to the implied reader -especially since there has been no indication thus far in the Gospel that there is any link between the Beloved Disciple and the narrator. If the Beloved Disciple is the real author of the narrative as the narrator, it would logically follow that the narrator should also be identified as the Beloved Disciple 1s • Thus far the narrator has constantly referred to the Beloved Disciple in the same way as to the other characters, namely in the third person -which may seem odd. Nevertheless, this could have been accepted by the implied reader as a stylistic idiosyncrasy or even a deliberate choice of the narrator to do it in this way. Even the sudden change from third person (03T6~ 2UTtP b p.a()lITiJ~ b p.apTvpwp 1repL TOVTWP KaL b 'Ypa1/la~ TavTa) to the first person (oroap.ep) could have been understood by the implied reader as a result of the identification of the Beloved Disciple as the real author. However, what is inexplicable is that, even after referring to himself in the first person (oroap.ep), three words further on the narrator still refers to the witness of the Beloved Disciple as "his" witness (&AlI()iJ~ aVTov). This, clearly does not make sense, since it should have been "my" or "our" witness. This is followed by another change that is inexplicable, namely from the first person plural (oioap.ep) to the first person singular (olp.aL). The implied reader would have expected either another plural form or, more naturally, a singular form in both cases.
Thus it is clear that the function of attestation is fulfilled in a rather awkward way. This will undermine its intended effect. Instead of successfully convincing the implied reader of the reliability of the narrative, the way in which the narrator performs the function of attestation will force the implied reader to be suspicious, since the way in which this claim is worded does not make sense. Thus instead of immediately accepting the reliability of narrative the implied reader will be forced to ask questions. For example: Why does the narrator still keep his distance from the Beloved Disciple ("his" witness) after he switched to the first person ("we know")? Is this an indication that the narrator is not the Beloved Disciple? If so, how can the narrator's claim be accepted that the Beloved Disciple is the real author? Furthermore, does the change from first person plural ("we know") to first person singular ("I know") indicate a change in narrator? If so, does it also indicate a change in real author? If so, which parts of the narrative have been written by this (unknown) real author and which parts have been written by the Beloved Disciple? To all these answers the implied reader will find no answers, since none is given. The point is: In order to be effective, the function of attestation should be performed in such a way that the implied reader will not have the least doubt that the claim is valid. This does not happen in John 21:24-25, since it is worded in such a way that it will make the implied reader suspicious, forcing him/her to doubt its truthfullness.
To conclude: The tendency to interpret John 21:24-25 as a sophisticated and effective narrative technique is not correct. Narratologically, John 21:24-25 should be seen for what it is: A bold attempt at attestation that unfortunately has to fail, because it is performed in an awkward manner. 
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